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BELIEFS AND PRACTICES OF ITINERANT TEACHERS

OF DEAF AND HARD OF HEARING CHILDREN
CONCERNING LITERACY DEVELOPMENT

QUALITATIVE CASe STUDY examined beliefs and practices of itinerant teachers
of deaf and hard of hearing students concerning literacy development,
the match between these teachers’ beliefs and practices, and the impact
of itinerant scttings. Five itinerant teachers and 15 students participated.
Hearing losses were mild to profound. The rescarch addressed 5 arcas:
sociocultural aspects of literacy development; effects of hearing loss on
literacy development; beliefs about teaching and literacy development;
practices used to develop literacy; the impact of itinerant settings on literacy
development of deaf and hard of hearing learners. Five themes emerged
from the data: Itinerant teachers used a varicty of practices to develop

literacy; itinerant teachers played a supporting role in developing literacy;
most of the teachers’ beliefs about literacy development were matched in
their practices; the itinerant teachers were lifelong learners; the impact of

SusaNnNE RerD itinerant settings on literacy development took many forms.
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these students” literacy development.
The purposes of this approach, in
which I gathered itinerant teachers’
stories, were to frame these educators’
teaching contexts (Merriam, 1998) and
to understand their experiences
(Rossman & Rallis, 1998). Multiple
case studies were completed for the
purposcs of developing contextual
relevance and contributing ro the
larger unit of study (Guba & T.incoln,
1982; Yin, 1989).

Live topic arcas of the professional

ment, practices used to develop lir-
cracy, and the impact of the itinerant
setting on literacy development for
learners who are deaf or hard of hear-
ng.

Literacy development is complex,
with many different aspects. One way
of viewing it is from a sociocultural
perspective, which allows cducators’
pedagogical goals concerning literacy
acquisition to go beyond the formal
cducational sctting to include life out-

side school and all that that entails for
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BrLIEFS AND PRACTICES OF ITINERANT TEACHERS

the purpose of acculturating youth
into worldwide and community lit-
cracy uses (Moll, Tapia, & Whitmore,
1993; Padden & Ramsey, 1993; Taylor,
1983; Vygotsky, 1978).

Learning cnvironments that involve
collaborative work atc.grounded in so-
ciocultural perspectives and are an arca
of the literature often discussed in ref-
crence to literacy development. Col-
laborative Jearning involves groups or
communitics of learners working to-
gether and sharing the responsibility
for learning through social interaction
(Dewey, 1938; Ileck, 1979; Short &
Burke, 1991). Built on social interac-
tion, these communities are formed as

learners come to know each
other; value what each has to of-
fer; focus on problem solving
and inquiry; share responsibility
and control; learn through ac-
tion, reflection, and demonstra-
tions; and establish a learning at-
mosphere that is predictable and
yet full of real choices. (Short &
Pieree, 1990, p. 35)

Through talk with others in collabora-
tive learning communitics, people be-
gin to consider new perspectives,
slowly revising old ways of thinking as
they take the time to reflect on their
conversations and constructs.
Hearing loss affects literacy devel-
opment through the degree of loss,
type of loss, age of onset and age of
identification, amplification history,
and educational history. Many learners
who are deaf or hard of hearing have
difficulty winning access to the give-
and-take of collaborative learning
communitics because of incomplete
auditory signals and challenges relating
to language development. One way to
assist learners who are deaf or hard of
hearing that is described in the litera-
turc involves dircct instruction to pro-

mote social interaction between these
students and hearing peers (Antia,
1985; Antia & Kreimeyer, 1987, 1988,
1997; Stinson & Liu, 1999). In order to
truly be part of a classroom commu-
nity and part of the learning commu-
nity, learners who atre deaf ot hard of
hearing often must learn the practices
necessary to communicate and col-
laborate with hearing individuals.

The beliefs people hold about their
world help them not only to under-
stand events around them but to act
on those cvents. Teachers hold a set of
belicfs about learning that are highly
subjective and personal. These belicfs
vary from teacher to teacher. While
these individual beliefs serve as an un-
derlying framework for teaching,
Richardson (1994) has found that be-
liefs go beyond framing classrooms
and are closcly tied to teachers” prac-
tice. Richardson argues that teachers’
beliefs guide their actions or practices.
Belicfs that teachers hold may pertain
to broad areas of the curriculum, or
they may apply to more specific areas
such as beliefs about literacy develop-
ment. Teachers hold beliefs about how
literacy develops in their students as
well as beliefs about how they can help
their students develop literacy. Teach-
ers also hold beliefs about service de-
livery and programming for students.
Service delivery refers to how services
are provided for each student and
ranges from the regular classroom set-
ting with no special assistance to the
regular classroom with itinerant assis-
tance to full-time special day schools
or residential programs. Programming
for learners involves individualization
of the curriculum to meet the needs
of cach learner.

While there is a great deal of over-
lap among the teaching practices for
programming and service delivery,
curriculum, and instruction (Klenk &
Palincsar, 1996), many of the same el-

ements are seen across all three. Pro-
gramming and service delivery prac-
tices include individualization of pro-
gram delivery and inclusion. Fach
child’s educational program must be
developed based on his or her
strengths and needs, which are deter-
mined through both informal and for-
mal assessment across time by mul-
tiple people. In the professional
literature, curriculum is all-inclusive
and involves “putting into action a sys-
tem of beliefs. It is the orchestration
of a sct of beliefs about learning,
knowing, and social relationships”
(Short & Burke, 1991, pp. 6—7). In-
struction relates to the actual practices
used by teachers in the classroom and
includes all the materials and activities
that arc used to put curriculum into
practice. Rescarch has shown that
there is only one sct of effective in-
structional practices for all learners
rather than onc set for regular learners
and another for learners with special
needs (Bunch, 1994).

While it scems that literacy learning
alongside same-age hearing peers is an
appropriate practice for students who
are deaf or hard of hearing, there are
two key challenges facing this popula-
tion: social interaction and language.
Rescarchers have found that there is
minimal to nonexistent social interac-
tion between deaf and hearing learn-
ers in the same environment. Further,
deaf and hard of hearing students in
such environments report fecling iso-
lated, lonely, and rejected by their hear-
ing peers (Antia, 1982, 1985; Stinson
& lang, 1994). A second challenge for
deaf and hard of hearing students in
inclusive settings is gaining access to
the language of the classroom and its
participants. While deaf learners may
have access to the language of the
classroom because of the interpreter,
they may not have the level of lan-
guage development necessary to gain
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access to the interpreting, Lot hard of
hearing students, gaps in language de-
velopment may preclude full aceess to
the language of the classroom.

Itinerant services are often used in
rural settings, especially with low-inci-
dence handicaps such as hearing loss,
because they are convenient and cost-
ctrective (Ilener, 1993). Although a
number of studics have examined the
usc of the itinerant model with learn-
ers who have disabilities (Marston,
1996; Marston & Fleistad, 1994;
Sands, Adams, & Stout, 1995), only
two studies have examined the effects
of service delivery on the reading
achievement of children with special
learaing needs. Marston and Heistad
(1994) studicd the gains made in pullout
programs versus those made in collabo-
rative inclusive programs for children
with special learning needs and found
that both models were equally effective
in contributing to reading improvement.
Marston (1996) examined the effects of
inclusion only, combined services, and
pullout services on reading progress and
found that students in a combined ser-
vice model made significantly greater
progress than students in cither an in-
clusion-only model or a pullour model.
T'our studics have examined teacher
perceptions about itinerant teaching
with students who are deaf or hard of
hearing: Luckner, 1991a, 1991D;
Luckner and Miller, 1994; and Yarger
and Luckner, 1999, No research has
been done that has examined the be-
liefs and practices of itinerant teachers
of students who are deaf or hard of
hearing,

Method

[ive itinerant teachers and 15 of their
deaf and hard of hearing students
were followed in a qualitative, phe-
nomenological case study (Yin, 1989).
The study was guided by four research

questions:
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1. What beliefs about literacy devel-
opment ate held by itincrant
teachers of students who are deaf
or hard of hearing?

2. What are the teaching practices
usced by itinerant teachers of stu-
dents who are deaf or hard of

hearing for literacy development?

oS}

. Por itinerant teachers, what is the
match between teaching practices
and beliefs about literacy develop-
ment?

4. How does the work context of

itinerant teachers affect their be-

licfs and practices concerning lit-

cracy development?

The data collected for the present
study included four interviews with
cach of the five itinerant teachers,
based on Scidman’s interview seties
(1998); four observations of cach
teacher, which included compilation
of ficld notes and artifacts; teaching
journals written by the teachers; sum-
maries that I completed after the inter-
views and observations; and my own
rescarch journal. During the third in-
terview, a “think aloud” strategy was
used in which the teachers, as we
watched a videotaped session, dis-
cussed what they had donce with the
student(s) and why.

The data were continuously re-
ducced through careful sclection that

<«

served to “sharpen, focus, discard, and
organize [them|” (Miles & Huberman,
1994, p. 11). Data were read through at
least four times, once for cach ques-
tion, and were analyzed for similar
phrascs, patterns, ideas, and themes
concerning beliefs and practices (Ma-
son, 1996). Conclusions were drawn as
the study proceeded and were verified
by revisiting the data or pursuing
meaning through further interviews
with the teachers. Trustworthiness was

established by gathering evidence

through a varicty of sources, triangu-
lating data sources, member-checking
with participating tcachers to verify
understanding, interweaving my own
position as an investigator, and peer-
mentoring (Lincoln & Guba, 1985;
Merriam, 1998).

I'our criteria were used to select the
teachers. Hach had 1o (a) spend 70%
or morc of his or her time providing
itinerant scrvices and serving two or
morce clementary schools; (1b) provide
itinerant services to clementary-age
deat and hard of hearing students in
public school programs on cither a
pullout or in-class basts; (¢) have at
least 5 years of teaching experience,
with 2 or more years spent as an itiner-
ant tcacher; and (d) be located within a
150-mile radius of Tucson, A7Z.

The present study was sct in five
school districts in central and southern
Arizona: three in large metropolitan
arcas and two in rural arcas. I'ive itinet-
ant teachers and 15 of their deat and
hard of hearing students participated
in the study. ach of the teachers had
an M.Iid. in education of the deaf.
Fxperience as a teacher of children
who are deat or hard of hearing
ranged from 6 to 24 years; itinerant
teaching experience ranged from 4 to
16 years. The number of schools
served by the teachers ranged from
four to cight; individual cascloads
-anged from 8 to 23 students indireetly
and directly served. The 15 students in
the study ranged from prekindergarten
to cighth grade. Hearing losses ranged
from mild to profound. Two students
had cochlear implants.

Results

live themes emereed from the data:

® ltinerant teachers used a variety of
practices to develop literacy.
¢ Itincrant teachers played a sup-

porting role in developing literacy.
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BELIEFS AND PRACTICES OF ITINERANT TEACHERS

* Most of the teachers’ beliefs about
literacy development were matched
in their practices.

® The itinerant teachers were life-
long learners.

* The impact of itinerant settings on
literacy development took many
forms.

Practices Used to Develop
Literacy
The itinerant teachers used a vatiety of
practices to develop literacy. lach
teacher consistently worked from a
meaning-centered theoretical frame-
work for developing literacy in their
students that was based on consistent
beliefs about literacy development.
While the teachers were eclectic in
their practices, they were not eclectic
in their theoretical frameworks.

In order to put her framework and
set of beliefs into action, cach itinerant
teacher had a wide repertoire of prac-

tices that she was able to smoothly and
quickly move among in response to
student needs. The variety of practices
was evident whether the teachers
worked with one student or with small
groups. [t was also evident across
groups as these teachers chose prac-
tices that were appropriate for stu-
dents of different ages (c.g;, preschool
children versus high school seniors).
Table 1 provides information on the
practices the itinerant teachers were
using to develop reading comprehen-
sion, recading decoding, and writing
and spelling skills,

Ilach itinerant teacher created an
inviting environment for her students,
Although the teachers were limited by
the amount and size of materials they
could carry into a school, the environ-
ments they created were rich in lan-
guage and literacy. The materials used
by the itinerant teachers to develop lit-
eracy varied widely and included qual-

Table 1
Itinerant Teachers’ Practices to Develop Students’ Literacy Skills
Literacy Skill

Practice Reading comprehension  Reading decoding  Writing and spelling
Cloze procedures X X
Chunking X
Corrections X X
Drill X X
Editing X
Experiences X
Explanations X
Making connections X X X
Peetr/teacher help X X X
Pre-reading and X X
preteaching
Questioning and discussion X X X
Reinforcement X X X
Reminders X X X
Responses X
Sequencing X
Summarizing and retelling X

1 Cloze procedures involve giving a student a word to spell or read with one or more letters missing, for

example, The candy is swe_t.

2 In chunking, a practice specific to developing reading decoding, teachers use their fingers or objects
such as pencils to break compound words into known words (e.g;, break fast).

ity children’s literature and student-
generated storics. More than three
fourths of each observed session was
spent in literacy-related activities. The
itincrant teachers infused literacy in
natural ways throughout the activitics
they planned and the classroom as-
signments they were given. Although
the itincrant teacher’s time with stu-
dents was limited and accounted for a
very small portion of each student’s
day, the teachers immersed their stu-
dents in literacy on a regular basis.
The itinerant teachers preferred to

work—and often did work—with

small groups of students in order to
build communities of deaf and hard
of hearing and hearing learners. The
teachers’ ability to work with groups
often depended on the needs of the
students as well as on the way each dis-
trict interpreted state and federal laws.
Including same-age hearing peers in
their sessions was difficult for several
of the itinerant teachers because their
districts interpreted the laws to mean
that they could only include hearing
peers in their groups with special pa-
rental permission, a step their districts
were unwilling to take.

The Supporting Role of
Itinerant Teachers

Although at times the itinerant teach-
ers took the primary role in literacy
development, their guiding principle
was to play a secondary role in devel-
oping literacy in their deaf and hard of
hearing students. Those itinerant
teachers in the present study who
adopted a secondary role seemed to be
much less frustrated than those who
did not take this stance. Three note-
worthy findings from the present
study relate to and expand upon the
findings about itinerant teaching re-
ported in the current professional lit-
erature in the areas of cutriculum, scr-
vice delivery, and lesson planning,
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Though there was no predeter-
mined curriculum for the itinerant
teachers, they used the student’s indi-
vidualized education program (1HP),
the school district’s general education
and special education curricula, and
the state standards to create their own
curricula. They had flexibility in deter-
mining how to achicve the goals and
deciding which curriculum to follow.
The itinerant teachers believed in us-
ing “anything that works” while focus-
ing on curriculum based in the real
wortld. This focus led to the tailoring
of the curriculum to the needs of cach
student. Because the itinerant teachers
tollowed no set curriculum, they were
able to infuse their goals for cach stu-
dent into classroom work when neces-
sary.

The itinerant teachers preferred us-
ing a combination of pullout and in-
class service delivery with their stu-
dents. The teachers stated that this
combination best supported their
deaf and hard of hearing learners.
While the amount of time varied by
teacher and student for pullout versus
in-class work, all of the teachcers were
obscrved working with students using
this combination.

Three of the five teachers had
adapted Jesson planning to meet their
own individual needs as well as the
needs of the itinerant setting. One ef-
fective type of lesson plan included
well- delineated activities, with all de-
tails clearly explained in writing. These
plans were undated and were expected
to last several weeks, While interrup-
tions, such as fire drills, might delay
achicvement of the end result, delinca-
tion of the plan helped the teachers
work toward the final product. Dated
lesson plans were the least effective, as
the schedules of the itinerant teachers
were often changed.

Match Between Beliefs and
Practices

The majority (70%) of the itinerant
teachers” beliefs about literacy devel-
opment were matched in their prac-
tices. Several mismatches between be-
licfs and practices were found. There
was no evidence of several beliefs in
practice.

One belief about literacy develop-
ment that was matched in practice was
that the process of developing literacy
1s long and multifaceted and is similar
for both hearing learners and deaf and
hard of hearing learners, and that itin-
crant teachers need a broad knowledge
of literacy development. The itinerant
teachers” beliet that the developmental
process of literacy is long and multi-
faceted was matched in their practices,
as they used many similar practices,
activities, and materials with students
of varying ages. For example, Lucy
(not her real name) often previewed
vocabulary before reading through
flashcards, sentence building, and
drawing. Complexity of the activity
and the expected student response
depended on cach student’s ability.
The belief that children who are deaf
or hard of hearing develop literacy in
very similar ways to hearing children
was matched many times in the teach-
ers’ practices. The itinerant teachers
found that deaf and hard of hearing
learners who have a strong language
base, whether oral or visual, a multi-
tude of experiences, and exposure to
good literature develop literacy much
as hearing learners do. The itinerant
teachers” belief that with carly identifi-
cation, amplification, and intervention
the same practices and materials that
work for hearing children will work for
deaf and hard of hearing children was
also evidenced in their practices. The
itinerant teachers’ belief that special
educators need to have a broad knowl-
edge of literacy development for all

N’

150

children was matched in their prac-
tices. This knowledge base served to
assist them in identifying any develop-
mental gaps their students might expe-
ricnee,

Three mismatches between teacher
beliefs and practices concerning lit-
cracy development were noted: Work-
shops focusing on normally develop-
ing hcaring learncrs were not
bencficial to teachers of deaf and hard
of hearing students; pullout scttings
provide an optimal auditory environ-
ment; and homework assignments
were a source of friction between stu-
dents and teachers.

Workshops focusing on normally
developing students were, in fact, an
important influence on the teachers’
theoretical framework and were regu-
larly obscerved during the present
study. Mismatches between beliefs and
practices concerning literacy develop-
ment occurred in two arcas, causing
tension and frustration for the teach-
ers: the need for a quict environment
in which to work with their students,
and the importance of homework.
The importance of a quict work envi-
ronment was a strong belief among
the teachers that was not, however, put
into practice. But this was, for the
most part, out of the teachers” control
and was mainly a function of spacc
availability in individual schools. And
though the itinerant treachers assigned
homework, it was frequently not com-
pleted, which caused some friction
between teachers and students.

Beliefs about literacy development
that were not obscrved in practice dur-
ing the present study included expos-
ing learners to environmental print,
treating deaf and hard of hearing
learners differently, matching Ameri-
can Sign Language and linglish, mak-
ing changes in the theoretical frame-
work as student populations and jobs
changed, using the school district’s

Vo 148, Nao. 4, 2003
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BELIEES AND PRACTICES OF ITINERANT TEACHERS

curricula, using a combination of for-
mal and informal assessments, using
sustained silent reading, teaching stu-
dents to ask questions as they read,
and adapting classroom materials. Sev-
eral factors may have prevented these
beliefs from being observed in prac-
tice: Because T spent such a short time
observing the teachers, I was not able
to observe all of their beliefs actually
being put into practice. Another factor
may have been the low incidence of
deaf students in these teachers’
caseloads, which put limits on the ap-
plication of practices specifically for
deaf and hard of hearing students.

Ongoing Education

liach of the itinerant teachers was a
lifclong learner who continued her
cducation through a variety of means.
Continuing education was accom-
plished by taking classes and work-
shops and by interacting with a variety
of students and the professionals who
served them. Serving students with a
variety of learning challenges in addi-
tion to hearing loss added to the itiner-
ant teachers” knowledge base. The
teachers reported that they frequently
sought to continue their own educa-
tion based on needs they saw in par-
ticular students. [Learning from other
professionals who served the same
students was an additional way the
itinerant teachers continued their edu-
cation. These contacts often led to
new knowledge about challenges the
itinerant teachers’ students faced. This
new knowledge was added to their ex-
isting basc and could be applied with
future students. Observation of other
tcachers was another means used by
the itinerant teachers to continuce their
education. Several of the teachers re-
ported that they knew which teachers
they wanted to learn from, and that it
was in these teachers’ classrooms that
they spent most of their observation

time—soaking in the environment
and the practices.

Impact of the Itinerant Setting
The itinerant setting itself affects
teachers’ practices in many ways, in
terms of organization, team support,
isolation, time, student-teacher ratios,
ownership of students and curricu-
lum, and flexibility. Materials and ac-
tivities used by the itinerant teachers
had to be portable, so that they could
be carried in and out of each school in
one trip. This limited what the itiner-
ant teachers did in their sessions and in
turn often changed the kinds of activi-
ties done in the itinerant setting. The
itinerant teachers were highly orga-
nized in terms of materials and activi-
ties, using bags and folders for cach
student, group, ot school. The teach-
ers could quickly and easily gather
materials for their sessions. They also
carefully organized their use of time
with students by beginning their ses-
sions the moment they picked up a
student from the classroom and end-
ing when they said goodbye. There
was no downtime in their sessions, and
they stayed on task throughout.

The degree of support from each
student’s team of educators greatly af-
fected the itinerant teachers’ ability to
put their beliefs into action. At times,
the lack of support from teachers and
office personnel who did not under-
stand the needs of the deaf ot hard of
hearing child and the itinerant teacher
was an obstacle. At other times, the va-
riety of personnel the itinerant teacher
came in contact with was a positive
experience, especially if these indi-
viduals shared ideas with the itinerant
teacher and kept her informed about
student proggess. Team support was
also cvident in the availability of te-
sources. Frequently the teachers had
few district funds with which to pur-
chase supplies and had to “beg” them

from their individual schools, a prac-
tice that made them uncomfortable.

Isolation was another challenge for
the itinerant teachers. Those itinerant
teachers who felt removed from other
teachers and supervisors often felt
alone and misunderstood. The itiner-
ant teachers who were housed to-
gether often felt less isolated because
they had colleagues with whom to
share ideas. Hlowever, being in proxim-
ity to other itinerant teachers did not
solve all of their 1solation challenges.
They also needed supervisors who
would take care of administrative
problems in their individual school
sites, smoothing the way for them to
do their job.

Time was a major issuc for the itin-
erant teachers. The teachers often dis-
cussed challenges with time in refer-
ence to the consistency with which
they were able to work with their stu-
dents. A lack of time often prevented
them from serving students as well as
they wanted. This had a major impact
on putting practices into action be-
cause the teachers often missed scs-
sions with their students due to special
events and schedule changes. Time
also became an issue when the itiner-
ant teachers were expected to incorpo-
rate goals from other specialists who
had either left the district or who were
unable to work with students for other
reasons. This forced the itinerant
teachers to put the goals they had de-
veloped in the background and to fo-
cus on other goals. A lack of time was
also problematic in that the tcachers
often wetce not able to prepare lessons
and find the materials they needed.
The teachers found that this lack of
time affected their activities by actually
changing an activity itself and the du-
ration of the activity.

Student-teacher ratio, ownership of
students and curriculum, and flexibil-
ity were other factors in the itinerant
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setting that affected the itinerant
teachers’ practices. Although the
teachers found it beneficial to work
individually or in small groups to at-
tack the gaps in knowledge they found
in their students who were deaf or
hard of hearing, they also found the
lack of group dynamics and same-age
peer models to be detrimental to their
practices. Ownership of students and
programs was most often scen as a
positive in that the teachers knew the
curriculum being followed in the gen-
eral education classroom and knew
their students’ gaps in knowledge. The
negative side of ownership was having
no control over the literacy environ-
ment because the teachers did not
know which students they would actu-
ally be able to work with, where they
would be working with students, ot
what they would be doing with stu-
dents. Vlexibility had a positive eftect
on the teaches’ practices because they
felt that they could create their own
curriculum for the most part.

Discussion
Given that it followed only five teach-
ers and 15 students, the present study
should be seen as an initial exploration
of the beliefs and practices of itiner-
ant teachers of deaf and hard of hear-
ing students in regard to literacy devel-
opment. However, it is one of the few
studies that has systematically exam-
ined, through interviews and observa-
tions, the beliefs and practices of itin-
erant teachers of students who are
deaf or hard of hearing in regard to
developing literacy. While the content
of this rescarch was not chosen as rep-
resentative, it likely mirrors heliefs and
practices about literacy development
among other itinerant teachers of stu-
dents who are deaf or hard of hearing,
Several successtul methodologies
were used in the present study, includ-

ing application of the researcher’s per-
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sonal cxperience as an itincrant
teachet, the use of multiple case stud-
ics, and combining interviewing and
obscrvation. Onc reason the teachers
welcomed me into their lives was be-
causc I had been an itinerant teacher
mysclf for 11 years and knew the itin-
erant experience well. Using multiple
casc studies was an appropriate ap-
proach to examining the beliefs and
practices of these teachers as it gave
me a better view of itinerant teaching
than [ would have gotten it 1 had fol-
lowed fewer teachers. The combina-
tion of interviewing and observing
was another positive because the two
supported and enhanced one another.
Three potential problems with the
present study were found: a previous
relationship with two of the itinerant
teachers who participated in the study,
limited time to observe overall, and
collecting teaching journals. I had
known two of the teachers prior to
the study as interns in my own class-
room. These women seemed to con-
tinuc to view mec as their “tcacher,”
and | wondered if this might have in-
fluenced their responses at times. Lim-
ited time overall to obscrve was an-
other possible problem. 1 obscrved
the teachers four times over a 4-to-6-
month period. While this was cnough
time to gather a preliminary view into
their itinerant worlds, it was not
cnough time to gather an 1n-depth
knowledge of itinerant teaching, Col-
lecting teaching journals was a final
arca of potential problems and proved
quite challenging, The itinerant teach-
ers in the study were busy women who
had little time to journal with me
about their teaching beliefs and prac
tices. Although I received far fewer
journals than 1 had planned to gather,
the journals 1 did receive were rich in
information and insights. More than
any other data source, the teaching

journals opened windows for me into

the itinerant experience.

Practices Used to
Develop Literacy
Although the theoretical framework
and the practices used to develop lit-
eracy by the itinerant teachers in the
present study are described in profes-
sional literature focusing on both hear-
ing and deaf and hard of hearing
learners, the framework and practices
arc not discussed in terms of itinerant
teaching, "I'he itinerant reachers” mean-
ing-centered models for developing
literacy were similar to thosc discussed
by K. S Goodman and Y. M.
Goodman (1977) and Smith (1978) for
hearing learners, and the teachers” abil-
11’)-' to infusc 111’01‘;1C)‘ in natural WAays
throughout activitics was much like
that discussed by K. Goodman (1986),
Y. Goodman (19906), Ileshusius
(1991), and Watson (1989), who have
found that students must be actively
engaged in reading and writing activi-
tics infused throughout their academic
day if they arc to develop literacy. The
itincrant teachers’ practice of building
communitics of learncrs through
work with small groups of students
was very much along the lines of what
Dewey (1938) and Short and Burke
(1991) have suggested in regard o
hearing learners. Antia and Kreimeyer
(1987, 1988, 1997) and Stinson and
Liu (1999) have suggested building
similar communitics of learners with
students who are deaf” or hard of hear-
ing;

The itinerant teachers in the
present study used a variety ot com-
prehension, decoding, writing, and
spelling practices to develop literacy in
their deaf and hard of hearing stu-
dents. Flelping students make connec-
tions to their past experiences and
prior knowledge were other frequently
obscrved practices. Berk and Winsler

(1995), Bodrova and l.cong (1996),
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and Vygotsky (1978) have focused on
the need to activate prior knowledge in
hearing learners, much as Jackson,
Paul, and Smith (1997) and Livingston
(1997) have focused on learners who
arc deaf or hard of hearing. The
teachers in the present study included
pre-reading, preteaching, explaining,
and summarizing in their lessons,
practices that Mastropicti and Scruges
(1997) have found effective for stu-
dents with learning disabilities and that
Livingston reports on in regard to stu-
dents who are deaf or hard of hearing.
Decoding practices uscd by the itiner-
ant tcachers included correction and
drill, methods that were much like the
decoding practices described in
Pressley and Woloshyn's work (1995).
The teachers also used drawing to de-
velop writing skills, much as teachers
of students who were deaf or hard of
hearing did in studics by Andrews and
Gonzales (1991) and Williams (1993,
1994). The itinerant teachers also used
journaling with their students, Fulwiler
(1987) has written extensively about
developing writing skills through jour-
nal writing with hearing students.

The fact that the literacy develop-
ment practices used by the itinerant
teachers in the present study are also
described in the professional literature
on both hearing and deaf and hard of
hearing learners supports Bunch’s
finding (1994) that there is one set of
cffective teaching practice for all learn-
ers. Based on the present study, there
does not appear to be one set of prac-
tices for hearing learners and another
sct for learners who are deaf or hard
of hearing. While practices to develop
literacy may be used with both hearing
and deaf and hard of hearing learners,
those with hearing loss may require
extra experience with various prac-
tices.

The need for itinerant teachers to
have a wide repertoire of practices has

implications for preservice programs
for educators of students with heating
loss. Preservice programs for such
educators need to provide a variety of
course work focusing on literacy de-
velopment in hearing and deaf and
hard of hearing learners that gives
teachers of students with hearing loss
a solid theoretical framework. Dis-
cussing theories of literacy develop-
ment was not a strength of the itiner-
ant teachers in the present study.
While they had a basic understanding
of theoretical models, they weren’t al-
ways able to articulate their under-
standing well. Coutse work also needs
to provide knowledge of different ser-
vice delivery models, including itiner-
ant pullout and in-class work. This is
especially important, given that the
majority of the jobs in the field are
itinerant because many students who
are deaf or hard of hearing are being
served in their home schools (“Annual
Survey of Deaf and Hard of THearing
Children and Youth,” 2000). Course
work in the content areas is also im-
portant for itincrant teachers, as they
need to know content in order to in-
fuse individual goals into each area.

The Supporting Role of
Itinerant Teachers

The ftinding that itincrant teachers of
students who are deaf or hard of hear-
ing take supporting roles in develop-
ing literacy supports reports in the
professional literature about the roles
of special educators and itinerant
teachers of these students. Flener
(1993) reports that the classroom
teacher is the one primarily respon-
sible for the curriculum. Luckner
(1991a, 1991Db) and Luckner and Miller
(1994) studied the itinerant model for
learncrs who are deaf or hard of hear-
ing and found that teachers in itincrant
positions served their students in sup-
porting roles.

The itincrant teachers in the
present study did not have a set cur-
riculum to follow and thus were able
to incorporate a varicty of curricula
into their sessions, much like the spe-
cial educators studied by Sands et al.
(1995), and were better able to use
their professional judgment to match
their beliefs to practice. This in turn
led to individualization of the curricu-
lum and instruction that met the needs
of the learner. The itinerant tcachers
used a combination of pullout and in-
class service for their students, much
as the special educators in Marston’s
study (19906) reported. The finding
that the itinerant teachets in the
present study believed that they
should use “anything that works” is
similar to findings that have been re-
ported in the professional literature
focusing on hearing learners (K. S.
Goodman et al., 1989; FHarste, Wood-
ward, & Burke, 1984; Routman, 1988;
Short & Pierce, 1990).

The supporting role taken by itiner-
ant teachers in developing literacy has
implications for prescrvice programs
and school districts. [tinerant teachers
will need to have a complete knowl-
edge of and access to the curriculum
being followed by the classroom and
school district. The individualization
of curriculum will nced to be a focus
for both the preservice program and
the school district. Teachers of stu-
dents who are deaf or hard of hearing
may nced assistance in determining
appropriate curricula to follow and
where the 1P fits into the general
education curriculum.

Match Between Beliefs and
Practices

The strong match between the beliefs
and practices of the itinerant tcachers
in the present study has not been re-
ported in the professional literature
for students in special education or
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deaf and hard of hearing programs.
This is an important finding because
of the naturce of itinerant positions.
The teachers in the present study were
able to make their beliefs work in an
itincrant sctting, something that few
professionals in the field thought was
possible.

Many of the matching beliefs and
practices reported in the present study
arc also reported in the professional
literature. The itincrant teachers’ belief
that children who are deaf or hard of
hearing develop literacy in similar ways
to hearing children is supported in re-
ports on hearing children by Clay
(1975), Deliord (1980), Heath (1983),
and Taylor (1983), and in the reports
on deaf and hard of hearing learncers
by Fwoldt (1978, 1985), Maxwell
(1984), Ruiz (1995), and Williams
(1993, 1994). T'he itinerant teachers
reported that with carly identification,
amplification, and intervention, the
same methods and materials that work
for hearing children also work for
learners who are deat” or hard of hear-
ing. Yoshinaga-ltano (1999) has re-
ported similar findings with deaf and
hard of hearing learners. The itinerant

teachers’ belief

and matching prac-
tice—that literacy development is a
long and multifaceted process calls to
mind the findings of Taylor (1983)
and Taylor and Dorscy-Gaines (1988),
who studicd hearing learners and their
families, and those of Maxwell (1980,
1984), who studied a deaf learner and
her family. ‘T'he itinerant teachers prac-
ticed the belief that special educators
need to have a broad knowledge of lit-
cracy development for all children,
This finding is similar to thosc re

ported by Yarger and TLuckner (1999),
who followed a group of itinerant
teachers of students who were deaf or
hard of hearing. The belief and
matching practice of the itinerant
teachers in the present study in regard

to combining pullout and in-class
work to best meet the needs of deaf
and hard of hearing students is much
like what was reported in Marston’s
study (1996), which found that a com-
bination of pullout and in-class ser-
vices was best for developing literacy
in students with learning disabilitics.
The present study’s finding about the
itincrant teachers’ belief and practice
concerning the 11EP as an important
curricular decision maker is similar to
findings reported by Sands and col-
leagues (1995), who determined that
the TIP was a primary source of cur-
riculum for special educators. The itin-
crant teachers’ belief and practice con-
cerning the use of read-alouds, shared
reading, and dramatization to develop
reading comprehension and decoding
call to mind practices discussed in the
professional literature on hearing
learners (Pressley & Woloshyn, 1995;
Routman, 1988, 1991; Short & Burke,
1991).

The match between beliefs and
practices reported in the present study
has implications for state and federal
laws, preservice programs, and school
districts. Changes must be made at the
state and federal level that will allow
[1{Ps to be written in a manncr that
guides instruction, rather than simply
to meet state and federal mandates.
Such changes will allow ITPs to serve
as the curriculum and the doorway
into the general education curriculum.
Preservice programs and school dis-
tricts must support and embrace such

changes.

Ongoing Education

Ilach itincrant teacher in the present
study was a lifelong learner continuing
her education and adding to her theo-
retical framework for literacy develop-
ment literacy through a variety of
classes, workshops, in-services, and
on-the-job training. This finding
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points to the social nature ot learning
as discussed by Dewey (1938) and
Vygotsky (1978) and is supported in
the work of Richardson (1994), who
found that regular education teachers
obtained their theoretical frameworks
for literacy development through a
variety of classes, workshops, and on-
the-job training,

Teachers of deaf and hard of hear-
ing students who are in the itinerant
sctting may only gain a basic knowl-
cdge about literacy development and
practice during their undergraduate
and graduate work. In order to be truly
effective in the itnerant setting, they
must continue their education and ex-
amine and assess their teaching prac-
tices on a regular basis.

Impact of the Itinerant Setting
Impacts of the itincrant setting as re-
ported by the teachers in the present
study fall into two categorics: chal-
lenges and positives. The lack of sup-
port from teachers and office person-
nel, isolation, lack of resources to use
with students, and a lack of time were
challenges for teachers in the present
study much as they were for those
teachers who participated in Yarger
and Luckner’s study (1999). Positives
for the itincrant teachers that were di-
rectly related to the itinerant sctting
included flexibility in the curricula and
materials used with students as well as
the autonomy of an itincrant position.
These were also identified as positives
by the teachers by Yarger and Luckner.

Implications for itincrant reachers
that arise from the impacts of the itin-
crant setting include the need to advo-
cate for students and onescelf and o
build collaborative peer relationships.
In public schools, there are few people
who understand the impact of hearing
loss. Thus, it becomes the responsibil-
ity of the itinerant teacher to educate
the classroom teachers and building
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personnel about the importance of
quiet places in which to work with stu-
dents who are deaf or hard of hearing.
Office and storage spaces, and appro-
priate limits in terms of the number
of scrvice hours per itinerant teacher,
often need to be “fought for” by the
individual itinerant tcacher. Time for
planning and time for lunch are often
removed from an itinerant’s schedule
when new students are placed in the
program. 'T'his is an incquitable prac-
tice because it is during these times
that other teachers are able to plan and
collaborate with one another. If itiner-
ant teachers are working with students
instead, they cannot become full
members of the team. Without this
collaboration, itinerant teachers often
become isolated and burn out quickly.
School districts and teacher prepara-
tion programs can support itinerant
teachers through workshops and other
professional experiences and opportu-
nities that will familiarize these teach-
cers with advocacy and collaboration
and cnable them to put these skills
into practice.

Conclusion

I'he itinerant model is a form of scr-
vice delivery that is becoming more
common as mote deaf and hard of
hearing learners are served by their lo-
cal school district. Thus, it is impor-
tant that the ficld examine what is be-
ing donc and what works with
students who are deaf or hard of hear-
ing in all arcas of the curriculum. The
research T report in the present article
is only one study focusing on literacy
development, and begins the discus-
sion of the practices used by itinerant
teachers. Short- and long-term studics
need to be completed to expand un-
derstanding of literacy development in
the itinerant setting, including turther
study of beliefs and practices about
the development of reading compre-

Yoroa: 148, No. 4, 2003

hension, decoding, writing, and lit-
cracy asscssment. Studies that focus
on beliefs and practices for developing
student knowledge in the content ar-
eas, social interaction, and language
development should also be com-
pleted. These studies will need to fol-
low a wide vatiety of students of dif-
ferent ages with a range of hearing
loss.

The itinerant setting is a challenging
one that may not be appropriate for
serving students who are deaf ot hard
of hearing. If appropriate space to
work with students and store materials
as well as accessibility to materials can-
not be provided by school districts and
supervisors, perhaps this is not a set-
vice delivery model that should be
used with such students. However, as
inappropriate as the environment may
be, the itinerant teachers who partici-
pated in the present study do a tre-
mendous job with their students, as
shown by the progress their students
are making. Because the itinerant
teachers play an important part in this
achicvement, ways must be found to
lessen the impact of the idnerant set-
ting. It will be important to continue
research into the itinerant service de-
livery model with students who arc
deaf or hard of hearing. Does the
combination of in-class and pullout
service best meet the needs of such
learners who are developing literacy?
Is there a difference according to age
or level of hearing loss? Can the find-
ings in the present study be general-
ized to all students who ate deaf or
hard of hearing in public school sct-
tings who are served by itinerant
teachers, or do they apply only to the
students in the present study? Both
short-term and long-term studics of
teachers in itinerant settings must be
completed to provide a well-rounded
picture of the itinerant service delivery
model for students who are deaf or

hard of hearing. Studies will need to
focus on a wide age range of students
who have varying degrees of hearing
loss.

ltinerant teachers do so much more
than mere tutorial work with their stu-
dents. Instead, they use a variety of
practices to develop literacy in these
students. T didn’t realize that so many
practices could be adapted cffectively
to the itinerant sctting; That the itiner-
ant teachers were able to put their be-
liefs into practice even in an itinerant
setting gives me a renewed sense of
hope for the itinerant model. My cyces
have been opened wide by these itiner-
ant teachers. I see through them that
all things are possible for an itinerant
teacher.
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